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MOTION FOR MORATORIUM ON FURTHER PUBLIC INSPECTION OF

MULTILATERATION MODIFICATION APPLICATIONS

Pinpoint Communications, Inc. ("Pinpoint"), by its attorneys, hereby moves the

Commission temporarily to preclude further public inspection of modification applications

pursuant to Section 90.363 of the Commission's rules for currently licensed but

unconstructed multilateration AVM facilities. Specifically, Pinpoint asks that the

Commission immediately preclude such inspection pending the resolution of the Request

for Extension of Time filed by Airtouch Teletrac ("Teletrac") on May 22, 1995, in the

above-referenced docket (the "Request"). In the event the Request is granted, Pinpoint

requests that the preclusion of inspection be extended through the date that Teletrac is

permitted to file its modification applications pursuant to Section 90.363.1 In support of

its Motion, Pinpoint states as follows:

1. The deadline for filing modification applications for currently licensed but

unconstructed AVM facilities was May 22, 1995, the day the Request was filed.

I Under separate cover, Pinpoint has commented on the Request. See Comments
of Pinpoint Communications, Inc. on Teletrac's Request for Extension of Time, Docket
No. 93-61 (filed May 24, 1995) (a copy is attached hereto). In its Comments, Pinpoint
stated that it does not oppose the Request, provided (1) other multilateration licensees
are permitted to amend their modification applications or submit new modification
applications through the date Teletrac is permitted to file its modification applications,
and (2) this Motion is granted.
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Modification applications for Pinpoint's ARRAyTM network were filed in a timely fashion.

Presumably, other existing multilateration licensees -- with the exception of Teletrac -- did

the same.

2. On May 22, at the very last minute, Teletrac requested a 30-day extension

of time, until June 22, 1995, to file its applications for modification of its existing

licenses. If the instant Motion is not granted, Teletrac will be able to inspect the

modification applications filed by others before it files its own applications. This will give

Teletrac certain competitive advantages over its rivals. In particular, Teletrac will have

the ability to make its selection of markets in which to seek grandfathered status based on

the markets in which other licensees seek grandfathered status. 2 Accordingly, Teletrac

will be able to make its strategic decisions based on material infonnation that was simply

unavailable to its competitors -- because it alone failed to meet the Commission's deadline.

3. Teletrac will not be hanned by the grant of this Motion. If the Motion is

granted, Teletrac will occupy the same position that it would have had it filed its

modification applications in a timely fashion.

4. The only way to avoid giving Teletrac the unfair competitive advantages

described above is to grant this Motion -- or deny the Request. 3

WHEREFORE, Pinpoint respectfully requests that the Commission issue an order

temporarily prohibiting further public inspection of the modification applications filed

2 Teletrac received licenses under the interim rules (fonner Section 90.239) that
give it the flexibility to seek grandfathered status in any combination of the major
markets it chooses.

3 See note 1, supra.
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pursuant to Section 90.363 of the Rules until either (l) the date the Request is denied or

(2) the date through which the Commission allows Teletrac to file its modification

applications (and others to amend their timely-filed modification applications).

Respectfully submitted,

PINPOINT COMMUNICATIONS, INC.

By: ~)~(-
Jru~ -
Edward A. Yorkgitis, Jr.
WILEY, REIN & FIELDING
1776 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006
(202) 429-7000

Its Attorneys

May 24, 1995
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COMMENTS OF PINPOINT COMMUNICATIONS, INC.
ON TELETRAC'S REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF TIME

Pinpoint Communications, Inc. ("Pinpoint"), by its attorneys, hereby comments on

the request for extension of time filed by Airtouch Teletrac ("Teletrac") on May 22, 1995, in

the above-referenced docket (the "Request"). Specifically, at the last possible moment,

Teletrac requested a 30-day extension of time, until June 22, 1995, to file modification

applications pursuant to Section 90.363 of the Commission's rules for currently licensed but

unconstructed AVM facilities. As explained below, Pinpoint does not oppose the motion

provided (1) that all multilateration licensees are given the opportunity to amend their

modification applications or to file additional modification applications through June 22,

1995, and (2) the FCC places a moratorium, through June 22, 1995, on further public

inspection of the modification applications that have been filed pursuant to Section 90.363.1

Teletrac states that, despite the three-and-one-half months that have expired since the

Commission issued its Report and Order in this proceeding, it needs the additional time

1 Pinpoint is filing under separate cover a motion for a temporary moratorium on
further public inspection of all multilateration modification applications. (A copy is
appended hereto.) Pinpoint requests that such a moratorium be imposed pending the
resolution of the Teletrac Request and, if the Request is granted, then through the expiration
date of any extension given to Teletrac (and others).
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(1) to obtain fInn commitments from equipment manufacturers, (2) to ensure that sites are

still available for its existing licenses, and (3) to arrange its fInancing. Request at 3-4.

Teletrac asserts that the additional month it requests will not prejudice any party that flIed

timely applications seeking grandfathered status. This is not the case.

The deadline for flIing modifIcation applications for currently licensed but

unconstructed AVM facilities was yesterday, May 22, 1995, the day the Request was flIed.

ModifIcation applications for Pinpoint's ARRAyTll network were flIed in a timely fashion.

Presumably, other existing multilateration licensees -- with the exception of Teletrac -- did

the same. If the Request is granted, Teletrac, unlike other multilateration licensees, will

have an extra month to select transmitter sites. Moreover, Teletrac alone among

multilateration licensees will have the opportunity to inspect the modifIcation applications

flIed by others before it flIes its own applications. The requested extension may give

Teletrac unwarranted competitive advantages, such as selecting cities in which to seek

grandfathered status based on the markets in which other licensees seek grandfathered status.

Further, Teletrac will have the opportunity to review both the oppositions to and comments

on the petitions for reconsideration in this docket (due May 24, 1995) as well as any replies

thereto before it flIes its modifIcation applications, an opportunity that others seeking

grandfathered status did not have.

Accordingly, to avoid giving Teletrac the potential to reap an unfair advantage over

its competitors through the requested extension of time, the Commission should grant its

Request on the following conditions: (1) all multilateration licensees shall have the
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opportunity to amend their modification applications or file additional modification

applications through the date Teletrac is permitted to file its applications, and (2) a temporary

moratorium through such date is placed on further public inspection of the modification

applications filed by others.

Respectfully submitted,

PINPOINT COMMUNICATIONS, INC.

By:
id E. Hill'

Edward A. Itis, Jr.
WILEY, REIN & FIELDING
1776 K Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006
(202) 429-7000

Its Attorneys

May 24, 1995
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I hereby certify that on this 24th day of May, 1995, I caused copies of the

foregoing "Motion for Moratorium on Further Public Inspection of Multilateration

Modification Applications" to be mailed via first-class postage prepaid mail to the

following:

*Rosalind K. Allen
Chief, Commercial Wireless Division
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
2025 M Street, N.W.
Room 5202
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Sally Novak
Chief, Legal Branch
Commercial Wireless Division
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau
2025 M Street, N.W.
Room 5202
Washington, D.C. 20554

Kathleen Q. Abernathy
AirTouch Communications, Inc.
181 N Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Mr. George L. Lyon, Jr.
Lukas, McGowan, Nace

& Gutierrez, Chartered
1111 19th Street, N.W., Suite 1200
Washington, D.C. 20036
Counsel for
AD HOC GAS DISTRIBUTION
UTIliTIES COALITION

Ms. Theresa Fenelon
Pillsbury Madison & Sutro
1050 Connecticut Ave., N.W
Suite 1200
Washington, D.C. 20036
Counsel for
AIR TOUCH TELETRAC

Mr. Christopher D. Imlay
Booth Freret & Imlay
1233 20th Street, N.W., Suite 204
Washington, D.C. 20036
Counsel for
THE AMERICAN RADIO RELAY
LEAGUE, INC.

Mr. Lawrence J. Movshin
Wilkinson, Barker, Knauer & Quinn
1735 New York Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006
Counsel for
CELLNET DATA SYSTEMS, INC.

Mr. Gordon M. Ambach
Executive Director
Council of Chief State School Officers
One Massachusetts Ave., N.W.
Suite 700
Washington, D.C. 20001-1431
Counsel for
CONNECTIVITY FOR LEARNING
COALITION



Mr. Raymond B. Grochowski
Lathan & Watkins
1001 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20004
Counsel for
HUGHES TRANSPORTATION
MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS

Mr. Robert B. Kelly
Kelly & Povich, P.C.
1101 30th Street, N.W.
Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20007
Counsel for
INTELUGENT TRANSPORTATION
SOCIETY OF AMERICA

Mr. Allan R. Adler
Cohn and Marks
1333 New Hampshire Ave., N.W.
Suite 600
Washington, D.C. 20036
Counsel for
THE INTERAGENCY GROUP

Mr. Henry Rivera
Ginsburh, Feldman & Bress, Chtd.
1250 Connecticut Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036
Counsel for METRICOM, INC. &
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
COMPANY
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Mr. John J. McDonnell
Reed Smith Shaw & McClay
1200 18th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036
Counsel for
MOBILEVISION, L.P.

Ms. Henrietta Wright
Goldberg, Godles, Wiener & Wright
1229 Nineteenth Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036
Counsel for
THE PART 15 COALITION

Mr. Daniel S. Goldberg
Goldberg, Godles, Wiener & Wright
1229 Nineteenth Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036
Counsel for
RAND MCNALLY & COMPANY

Mr. Glen Wilson
Vice President and

Chief Technology Officer
Safetran Systems Corporation
10855 7th Street
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730
Counsel for
SAFETRAN SYSTEMS
CORPORATION



Mr. Louis Gurman
Gurman, Kurtis, Blask

& Freedman, Chartered
1400 Sixteenth Street, N.W.
Suite 500
Washington, D.C. 20036
Counsel for
SOUTHWESTERN BELL MOBILE
SYSTEMS, INC.

Ms. Catherine Wang
Swidler & Berlin, Chartered
3000 K Street, N.W., Ste. 300
Washington, D.C. 20007
Counsel for
TEXAS INSTRUMENTS
INCORPORATED
MFS NETWORK TECHNOLOGIES,
INC.

Mr. Jeffrey L. Sheldon
General Counsel
1140 Connecticut Ave., N.W.
Suite 1140
Washington, D.C. 20036
Counsel for UTC

John A. Prendergast
Blooston, Mordkofsky, Jackson

& Dickens
2120 L Street, N.W.
Suite 300

McNeil Bryan
UNIPLEX CORPORATION
2905 Country Drive
St. Paul, MN 55117

* Hand Delivered

- 3 -


